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ROREWORD
< - :

- >
. -

ThlS‘1S the th1rd of. three'reports about‘the perceptions of Davis stu-

dents based on- information dbta1ned from the 19;2 Dav1s«Student Survey Qg;‘

"

dergraduate Student Perceﬁt1ons and Graduate/Profess1ona1 Siudent Fercept1ons

v
o

prov1ded a general “overview. of séudent life at Davis. This report focuses *

3

more d1rect1y on student percept1ons re1atrng to the academuc side of campus

- -
-~ . .

Tife. a R ' : : , . .

. I w1sh to acknowhedge the valuable aSS1stance prov:ded’by Norman Lynn
Bailiff and Robert N1xon Games:2 As. grad’ate students and staff members

in th1s office, they were chiefly responsible for the co]]ect1on and’stat1s-

t1ca1 ana]ys1s of data necessary to the preparat1on of these reporés.
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~
.

. * g
John M. Winkworth ;
Coordinator
Student Affairs Research & Eva]uat1on
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INTRODUCTION
ProViding an academic env1ronment conducive to Tearning is a maJor func-

tion of’ UniverSity The genera] campus env1ronment proVides many_extra-

: . curricular actiVities which compete “for a student S, attention and time, but -

. the area of greatest student concern, if not interest, 1s the area of academics.

-

. L. . \ .
To ensure that students receive adequate academic training, the under-

v \ .
graduate and graduate curritulums detaii the genera] UniVerSity requirements, //

/
/

ments, students engage in the day -to- day activities which together constitute

= dE well ‘as the specialized maJor requirements, which a student must fu]fi]i
vin order to obtain a degree In the process of fu]fiiiing these requ1re-

the academ1c environment: attending classes, preparing a551gnments, studying

'

course material, taking exams, and receiving grades. Although procedures may

vary from class to class, and from year to year, students deve]op genera] at-
«

titudes and perceptions about the academic environment_iniwhich they must
work and, u]timately, succeed. . - PR . ) T - Y-
In its first year of operation, the Department of Student Affairs Re-

search and Eva]uation deve]oped a questionnairé the 1973 DaVis Student Suf1

-

vey, which was deSigned to collect, among otherxthings, information about

L

student perceptions of the academic env1ronment at UCD. This report summar-

-

. izes that ihformation and discusses 1t in five sections 1) c]ass activity,

2) Student- faculty re]atiﬁgsg_fj“academic preparation, 4) 1earning support

serv1ces, and 5) grades and\grading procedures.

* o ¢
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/

) the 1972-73 academ1c year.

Sl

" to the students being sampled, a matr1x sampling procedure for d1str1but1ng

A team of student interns deve]oped the 1973 Dav1s Student Survey dur1ng

Employed by the 0ffice for Student Affairs Re-
)

search and Eva]uat1on, they worked c1ose1y with a consultant fr0m Educat1ona1

Test1ng Serv1ce, R1chard E. Peterson, in dev1s1ng and administering the in-

.

strument. The's urvey consisted of four distinct forms, each eight pages in
\ . - R

Tength and cohparab]e in appearance and format. A1l the questions were mul-

tiple choice with spaces provided for additiona1 wrt;ten comments. ‘w1th the

except1on GF the cover sheet, the demographic quest1ons (p. 2 of each form} . 55

and the quest1ons on peer adv1s1ng and counseling programs (Bp 6 and 7), each

- form conta1ned unique items. - D Lo

In order to obtain a maximum amount of data at a m1n1mum of 1nconven1ence
the Survey was employed. In the th1rd week of May, each .form was ma11ed to a

different‘computer-se]ected,random sampling of 1 000 students from the tota]

<

5 i ;
.
I

student popuTation. For the purposes of the urvex, the’ popu1at1on was defined

as every student who had registered for the Sprﬁng quar‘fr r1or to the f1rst f
L
9 2

1

day of 1nstruct1on Ted in the.three

This samp]fng 1nc1uded 1nd1v1dua1s en

undergraduate colleges, the graduate and profeSS1ona1 schoo]s, and ‘the, D1v1s1on,‘ f'

»

of Extended Learn1ng Onesweek*after the surveys were sent out the students

1n the samp1e were sent postcards reh1nd1ng them to return the comp]eted ques- .

-

t1onna1re )
A total of 1 875 quest1onna1res were returned out of ‘the 4, 000 or1ginaﬁﬂg£
sent out. The return rate for the ent1re urvez was 47 percent, with the re-

turn rate for individual forms rang1ng from a Tow of 44 percent to a high of

. ) 0'1' g . ) '. " . . .-
METHODOLOGY - '_ L -
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¢
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.

The class--whether 1ecture\_d1scuss1on sectjon, or 1aboratory--1s one of
_‘the mcst 1mportant e1ements in a students's academic 11fe Under the best c1r-
cumstances, class act1v1ty may enhance the 1earn1ng process, promote 1nte]1ec-
- tual growth, and offer an arena for the exchange of ideas and information.
Under 1ess than opt1mum cond1t1ons, .class act1v1ty may prove to be a boring

and frustrat1ng exper1ence for students . 7 ‘

Severa1 Survez questions weveg des1gned to obtain student views of c1ass

activity. Students were guestioned about persona1 sat1sfactron der1ved frdém

,'c1asse7;;fenera§§course content, and thé opportun1ty for app11cat1on of class-

room learning t pract1ca1 srtuat}ons In addition to this, students were

a4

) asked about the1r sat1sfact1on with c1ass.S1ze, freedom in selection of c1ass-

- es and opportun1t1es for 1ndependent study ,

h . Students were asked to indicate what fraction of their classes they found
to.be ehjoyable, stimulating and demand1ng F1fty-s1x percent of the respon-

)dents found at least one- ha1f of tneir c1asses to be enJOyab1e, and an 1de t-
ical percentage reporféd that at 1east one-half of their classes werg 3
gctually st1mu1at?ﬁ‘_‘ Seventy-two percent of all respondents noted that at

~ least one-half of~the1r c1asses were 1nte11ectua11y demand1ng These rat1ngs

. are not mutuaT]y exclusives quite probably many students rated a course as

"1nte11ectua11y demand1ng? which they also cons1dered to be enjoyab]e and in-

teT1ectua11y stimulating.




” when quest1oned about 'the content of their c1asses, 76 percent of the
undergraduates expressed sat1sfact1on with the mater1a1 presented in the class- r
room.,\ A1though generally sat1sf1ed some students in part1cu1ar fields showed
‘more sat1sfact1on than others. ' Over: eighty percent of all, students manr1ng
ir the B1o1og1ca1 ‘Sciences (see Appendix I for Tist of majors), Physica1 Sci-
ences ahg Math, and Lettérs were satisfied"with the content of their cJasses.
Among'graduatexstudents; 76 percent repgrted satisfaction with the‘general

- content of their classes. .

3

Students were 1ess pleased, houever with the ‘opportunities tor the prac-

t1ca1 app11cat1on of what they 1earned in the c1assroom Sixty percent of a1]

3 1 > 3 b

R

undergraduates reported d1ssat1sfact1on with this aspect of the1r c]assroom

exper1ence,,a1though,over 50 perxent the students” in Applied Econom1cs and

\ essional students reported that they were very
satisfied w1th their opportun1t1es to app1y what they 1earned in class.
Another prob]em area. _oted by resp<:dents to the Survey was that of class

- size. Undergraduates were particularly disappointed W1th,the size of their

-

classes, with 58 percent of the tQtal population reporting varying degrees of

u

,dissatis?action. Ahong'the various maiors surveyed, students'in the Bio1ogi- ‘

© cal Sciences were the Jleast p1eased w1th only 35 ‘percent report1ng satisfac-
N ~
t1on. The average size of an undergraduate Bfo1og1ca1 Sc1ences class in 1973

- 3 \

was 39 students. Englneer1na majors were the only group in which a maJor1ty

EN

of 'students (64%) 1nd1cated,sat1sfact1on with class sfze, The average,s1ze of

n undergradﬁate\Engineerjng class was 26 students. . ) 8




Students were qu1te ‘satisfied wkéh,two other areas of the1r c]ass exper-

'ience EJghty-one percent of a11 undeggraduates reported sat1sfact1on w1th

~’x’

the amount of freedom a11owed studeﬁt é}ﬂ choos1ng the1r c1asses Graduate
L -

«

_and profess1ona1 studehts were the most sat1sfied group, with g6 percent of

- *"“-s

”“\\e)' them indicating sat1sfactlon When quest1oned about the opportun1t1es for

7.,
.
5

vty
» .,
< £ Y

s

o,

R t
" These responses 1nd1cate that as a student progresses fromffreshman to sen1or,

> 1ndependent study, a maJor1ty of the, undergraduates reported sat1sfact1on. k;////,<rr"/

the degree of sat1sfact1on with the oﬁportun1ty for 1ndependent study increases

dyrosh--54%, soph.--58%, Jr --60%, sﬁ.-&78%) -One reason for this may be that

":f(
opp0rtun1t1es for 1ndependent study becqme more ava11ab1e as students complete

N

the1r genera] educat1on requ1rements bnd become more interested in an in- depth
,'g *

undenstand1ng of a. part1cu1ar area Graduate and profess1ona1 students report-

.ed a high degree of sat1sfact1on W1th,ihese opportun1t1es.

- ! t’.
,

»

STUDENT FACULTY RELATIONS

]
k-

Students views of their class act1v1ty, as we]] as many other areas of ‘

Lo

the academ1c env1rogment, may be great1y 1nf1uenced by the experiepces wh1ch
. they have had w1th instructors. The 1mpbrtance of the 1nstructor in the c]ass
. is eyhdent uhe or_ she may generate enthusiasm for the subject, encourage

or1g1na1 th1nk1ng, aﬁd he]p students to rea11ze that 1earn1ng is, indeed, an

5
“gnqoyab1e exper1ence Through the Student V1eﬂp01nt and by word of mouth, stu- .
udents d1scover wh1ch specific 1nstructors are worth rearrangjng schedu]es for,

g 'and which are to be avo1ded In severa] Survez qdbst{bns we attempted to d1s-

-
-

cover,” very genera]]y, the degree of student sat1sfact1on with 1nstructors at

- b

UCD v‘“Students were asked to 1nd1cate the}r sat1sfactfon with facu]ty contact

fﬂf

. ) ~
\ y - 5 Q . . .

L]

Y




and W1ﬁh the qua11ty of cTasses taught by teach1ng ass1stants . In add1t1on,

v

{ than i each1ng - {* o '_ o

th§¥;¥§:: asked if their 1nstructor;’showed more 1nterest in research prolects

0vera11, studept responses to quest1ons on student- facu]ty re]at1ons were
guite favorab]e. Ovér two th1rds of all. the respondents reg1stered sat1sfac-
“tion with the1r facu]ty contacts Graduate students 1n part1cu1ar exprjssed
" high sat1sfact1on (83 percent) In a related quest1on, students Were aséed‘;o
. _note wheth "getting to know the 1nstruct0r persona]]y" was a ser1ous prob- K
1em; Les#\than one- half of the undergraduates and Tess than dne‘fourth of

' ¢
the graduate\students ranked*th1s ‘as a serious prob]em. "“: "

Respondents were asked to fndicate whether they thought "the qua11ty of
c¢lasses taught by teach1ng assistants" was a prob]em Th1rty-one percent of
'the ,undergraduate respondents mentioned the qua11ty of T.A.'s classes as a
ser1ous prob]em A much smaller percentage of graduate students (8%) 11sted
th1s as ‘a serious pnob]em, poss1b1y because graduate students’ are not usually
taught by teaching assistants but are hired in this capat1ty tgi1nstruct
undergraduates. . ‘ | ;é

- : t' <

Finally, students were asked if 1nstructors be1ng moreﬂ1nterested in

-

research than. in teach1ng was seen to be a prohﬂem der 70 petcent of the

respondents d1d not find this to be a ser1ous prob]em

Q

-  ACADEMIC PREPARATION

‘V

. Students W1th a full course load usua11y spend from 12 to 26 bOurQ per.

2o
-,s“f ¢

week 1n the c]assroom. A cons1derab1e amOunt of student time not accounted

[ 4

; N .
For by class attendance.1s spent 1n\\hepar1ng course ass1gnment5fhﬁa in study-,
ing course qFter1a1 Several SurVex questlons were des1gned to géx

.

&

er 1nfor-

N~ sy
mation about students acad’ﬁwc preparation, 1nc1ud1ng sat1sfact g n1th the

availab111ty of ‘gpod p1aces to Study'and the amount of time stude Qts spent

<,

studying outside of the: c]assroom.




. Ess%n€1af to any. student s academ1c preparat1on is 2 c0nven1ent and

)

agreeabIe p]ace to study. and prepare out- of-cTass a551gnments Respondents' e T

'were asEEd to 1nd1cate their satlsfactron with the ava11ab111ty of good p]aces ‘

‘. 4

to study on campus Over two- th1rds of the undergraduates and over three,

'fourths of the graduate students noted the1r satlsfactlon w1th the study L

,f'_v o fac111t1es T s\degree of\ satlsfactlon may be re]ated 1o the genera] campus )

atmosphere, wh1ch was rated hzgh1y by both undergraduate and graduate Students

bs their reason for choos1ng to attend the Davis campus. - /' o <

v / y ',

A . The amount, of ‘time that students devote to out of-class study may~be de- ."

: term1ned by a number of factors, 1nc1ud1ng course 1oad maJor, and degree ex-

\

pectations. Respondents were asked to 1nd1cate the number of hours they spent, .

per week studylng out51de of the c]assroom of the undergraduate respondents,

30 percent noted that they spent ten hours or less studylng per week 34 per-.

ﬂ/
‘cent spént N 20 hours per week and 36 percent spent’ more than 20 hours per .

week engaged 1n th1s act1v1ty Twenty two percent 0Of the graduate students ’

. -,

studied less than_]O hours per week , 3T pencent stud1ed 11 20 hours per week, =

A

and almost half (46%) stud1ed over 20 hours per week The fact that a higher

percentage of’ graduate students devote more than 20 hours per week.to studydng , N
\ .

is pred1ctab1e since the’ graduate‘Program is des1gned to be more rigorous

. than the undergraduate one. ' ) o, ST o
. (" 'z -

Students' weekly study time var1es con31derab1y from one major area to

L _another. For examp]e, half'-of the students»enro11éd in ‘the Agr1cu1tura1 Sc1-. A

‘ences and 1n the Blologlca1 Sc1ences report that.they spend more than 20 hours, '

" per week studylng, 51m11ar1y,.c1ose lf’ha]f (42%) of those enro11ed in the ,Phys- -

1cal Scwences and Math note that the study more than 20 hours per week \pﬁ ‘

-




U the otherhand, o.nTy 26 percent of those enroHed in Lette‘rs and 27 pencent

N
N & -

. of 'those 1n Resource Sc1ences report that they devote upre tban 20 hours per

ol
. .

week to this actnvity art . S . ‘

Another variation in ‘the t1me spent studymg per week oceurs when degr’\e

AN

N exp@tatmns are cons1dered More than ha]f of the students who expect to -
L= ]

obtain a doctorate m a health field spent an 20 hours: per week study- , )
mg )Hmost hﬁf of those students who %gwt\o obtam a doctorate ’

in an .acadénnc fie]d (49%), a master s deg?eé in’a health f1e1d (4];%),, ora

. law degree. (42%), reported that they spent m;ore than 20 hours per weelc study-

ing. In compam-son, one-t*h1rd or 1ess of tho"se students p]anmng to obtam)

a-‘bache1or s degree- (33%), master's degree in an.acadennc field’ (30%), or a

_ téaching credent1a1 (21%) noted that they spent more than 20 hoas per week

o study'mg ““*“”‘" a&_, c 7 - /

It is often thought that; nghe amount of t1me whdch 1nd1v1<ﬁ:a1s spend.
\studymg affect:thew GP.A. . lry_ey_ f1nd1ngs revea] 1tt1e var1at’lon 1n the
stu.dy time reported by students vnth 6. P:A s 1n the upper 25 percent of ‘their

s c]ass and by those m th G 'P A S i the m1dd1e 46 percent or lower 29 percent(
. ¥ Of the1r g)ass.l Th1s absence of sign1f1éant var1at1on may indicate that the

amount of time spent studymg is far 1es cr1t1ca1 than tﬁe method of studymg

2y

T

The Umvers1ty offers a va.r1ety of . ]earning support programs, 1nc1ud1hg

-

M academw/advismg, career\counseﬁn& and 1earn1pg ass1stance serv1ces In )

student satisfactmn m‘“ th. \the assistguce offered ,’ }

-
Wb R

hLS
s




' 4 “ : [y

" . Student respoﬁdents,were(first asked if tﬁey ﬁéeded‘hg]p‘in clarifying

N g
T

iigé(»: oL 0 y
™ '¢their educational goals.* Less tha;khalf of the seniors and graduate students

’ .’ . surveyed repo}ted‘gaadéng such‘Hesz but 50 pqrcent‘oﬁ\%he juniors, 63‘per-

- A . ) ¢ { . Y
cent of the sophomores, and 66 percent of the’freshmen noted'that sucﬁ.heIp
: ; , o~ o : .

~ { - ¢ [N .« ° .
" was needed. Students were further asked to indicate whether they needed help

’

. ' . .. R ." . ’
in selecting a major. . Less than 20.percent” of the seniors gnd graduate stu- ,

¢ . %ents‘néeded such .help; while 414percent of the jﬁniOrs, 52 bercent of,thef

/Eophomore§, and 41 percent of the -Freshmen reported that ‘such assistance was

TN s

needed. When asked if they needed he]RLin pTa’ﬁing a major program, a major-

&~

‘. . ity of seniors and é§aduate students hé§bﬁn¢éﬁ/that they dfd,noi, but more

. _than half of the juniors (55%), sophomores (56%), aﬁq freshmén (58%) expressed

]

. ¢« . the need for help in this area. A majority of the réspondents‘enrolled in *

-

Agrjcu]tura] Scienceé,'Applied Egonomic and Behavjbra] Séiences, éngineering;

T

Food and Consdhe? Sciences, and Physical Scienggg and Math indicated a need "
: 4 ‘?‘ N

for, Fielp in planning their majpr'pkograms;' Responses to these questions in-

/7y

dicate- that a‘significant numBér of's;udents feel the need for he]prn‘ggq

. . R . n .
_area of advising and counseling, esqgcia]ly those students in the early stages

of their undergraduate education. . L

-

AN - ) " Y e i Tan B . o, ‘o
. Students were asked to rate the accessibility of .assistance in clarifying.
L/ ’ S . [ - .

Lt ¥ 13 b - : o ) ks . . .’
- their educational goals; selecting a major, ‘and pl?nn1ng a major program. In
‘.\ ¥ .

-

b

% N

~all of these cases, a majority o%,the étudénté_repprted that assistance was

" readily accessible. ‘When asked about thei?rsatisfaction‘with‘hgvisiﬁbrfh.

Te s . b ; T .
.+ their major department, however, student responses were riof -as uniformly .fav-
- ’ . (- 2z ) )

L RS

. drab]e.' A major%ty of the students gnro]]ed in Physical Sciences and Math .

-4

‘(§§¥);nﬂgrigu1tﬁra]:Sciehces (81%): and Engineering (68%) were especially
S TR 7
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sat1sf1eg:;1th the adV1s1ng in the1r major department. Among those express;ng //k

-

d1ssatisfadt1on in this regard a major1ty were students enro11ed in ‘the I

" Social and Behav1ora1 Scieénces. (57%) and in ‘the B1o1og1ca] Sc1ences (53%).

-

Another question asked students about the accessibility of ass1stance

-

) 1n mak1ng career dec1s1ons. Sixty percent of the undergraduates and 82 per-
cent of the graduate students d1d not find this to be*a prob]em. When asked

. ..
about their satisfaction withscareer counseling 1h the1r f1e1d a maa%rity of

the ‘students in Food and Consumer Sc1ences (78%), Agr1cu1tura1 Sc1ences (75%),

‘ Eng1neer1ng (66%) Applied Economic and Behav;ora1 Sctences.(§8%), and Phys1-
ca1 Sc1ences and Math (53%) expressed varying &egrees of sat1sfact1on On
the other hand a maaor1ty of the students in Fine Arts (77%), Soc1a1 and
Behav1ora1 Sciences' (53%), and B1o1og1ca1 Sc1ences (51%) reg1stered the1r dis- -
sat1sfa8tion with career counse11ng in the1r major field. '
In genera1 student respondents seem to thmpk that adv1s1ng and counsel;

1ng ass1stance 1s read13y access1b1e and that most maJor departments despite”

s

some notab]e except1ons, prov;ge sat1sfactory adv1s1ng and counse11ng for

their students. o R ,f T

ALl

2 .
when asked about the1r ‘need for 1earn1ng ass1stance serv1ces des1gned to
prowde tutor‘in’g’ for those haV1ng d1f1§1ty mth spec1f1c f1e1ds of study,
“ ,
78 percent of the undergraduate respondents. and 93 percent of‘the graduate ‘
£

student mespondents indicated that they d1d not requ1re any special ass1stance
The, ava11ab111ty of tutor1ng assistance was viewed as adequate, with 55 per-
cent of the undergraduates and 82 pércent of the,graduate students 1nd1cat1ng

Rl SR
their sat1sfact10n. Some students, however, weré 1ess ‘than sat1sf1ed‘w1th .

/‘\; RN
) \

a
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vthe ava11abﬂ1ty of tutor1a'l he1p,“’For example, more than Vpne-ha]f of the o
students maJor1ng in Agr1cu1tura1 §c1ences Food and gpnsumer Sciences, and

SoctaI and Behav1ora1 Sc1ences reg1stered their d1ssat1sfact1on with'tﬁe avail-

v, \

.~sab1]1ty of Such ass1stanCe. : f e ' S LT

PR

In add1t1on to spec1f1c tutor1a1 ass;stance programs, there are other

programs des1gned to help students 1n aéadem1; d1ff1cu1ty When asked “about

,(the 11ke11hood of consu1t1ng a spec1a11st for the 1mprovement of reading,

:awr1t1ng, or study sk111s, a majority of the-respondents stated that - they wou1d Q"
~probably qot make use of this seryice. However, when asked if they would em- '

' p1qy ‘audio- v1sua1 se1f&he1p materials 'to ‘overcome spec1f1c academ1c prob1ems,. '

- a maJdr1ty sa1d they wou1d These findings seem. to 1nd1cate that Dav1s stu-

L

c

dents prefer he1p1ng themse1ves when exper1enc1ng academic diffﬁcu1ty, rather

- than reqUest1ng aSS1stance from others.

L] . -‘ . ‘ B i\\ t‘\ 8
- ’ GRADES AND G&ADING PROCEDURES

3

The time and effort wh1ch students devote to. class a2t1v1ty and aoadem1c
preparat1on shou1d u1t1mate1y resu1t in some. degree of’1earn1ng Grades com-
pose a 1e§s 1mportant by~ product of this process, although 3udg1ng from the

amount of t1me spent d1scu$s1ng, re-discussing, and Just s1mp1y cuss1ng them;

) one might-begin to be11eye that grades k::e of paramount 1mportance.~ The
- 4

reason for this seemrngiy infinite preoc pat1on is far from abstruse. Wh11e‘

peop1e,genera1]y agree on the va1ue and 1mportance of 1garn1ng, it is near1y
-
1mpoSS1b1e for them to reach a s1m11ar consensus about grades. Not pnly are

L}

" . the advantages .and d1sadvantages of var1ous grad1ng systems and procedures .

open to d1scuss1on, but the common assumpt1ons about. the meaning of grades and




thetr usefu!ness in 1nd1cat1ng hdw much a student has 1earned may also pro-

*
Al

voke heated debate." T STy i .

4’,’ y ’

SeVera] Survex questions ‘were 1nc1uded for the purpose of c]arifying
L this issue of grades andégrad1ng procedures. Students were asked to respond

T te quest10n5,9£;11n§ with the meaning 6f grades, the f”"Ct1°" of grades 1in

;s €

the 1earning process, and . var1ous types of gradTng systems, in add1f1on to
questions about the concom1tant prob]ems of_compet1gion and cheat1ng, 2\.
0n1y 33 percent of the respon ents agreed, with the- statement "grades

have Tearned the material”,
Among the d1fferent maaors’there was some var1ation, however, with half of )
the students in Agricu]tura1 Sc1ence (54%), Engineerjing (50%), and Food and ]

Consumer Science (50%) agreeing .that grades.do serve this funct1on.. In a

s

re]ated question students wére asked if the grad1ng system‘at Dpv1s ref]ects
/
the student s actual know]edge and understand1ng of the SUbJeCtS stud1ed

- %eventy-e1ght percent of respondents agreed that this was not the case.

. =

:‘%fa\\\% = E1ghty-four percent of the reSpondents agreed that grades restr1cted
' A study to mater1a1 Tikely “to be on the test when asked if tests were pr1mar- ‘

11y factua] in content, a majority of the respondents (78%) agreed. These

’

responses seem to 1nd1cate that a maJority of the student respondents feel

that grades are,based on factua1 kn\hledge, desp1te ‘cantrary assurances tﬁat

grades measure more than a student's ab111ty to memorize facts.,

"

) Students were asked to reSpond to the statement~\\\\* nts wou1d learn
just as much 1f no gradés were g1ven " A majority of the respondents 56%)

-, disagreed w1th this statemeht. Somé variation. in response occurs with1n

. majors, however with over half of the students enro]]ed in F1ne Arfs (62%)

Letters (56%9, and Resourcé Sc}ence~(55%) agree1ng Whth the, statement Unlike
t

bl

1{ Qo




students who p]an to obtain a\bacheior Ss master S, doctorate or law degree,g, ’

- the; majority of respondents (56%) who p]an to gqbtain a teaching credentiai

eel that students would 1earn as much if no grades vare given . Among stu- £

they do not think griglés: measure student 1earning or knowiedge and under-

standing o;éghe subjefgs. studied . ' ' »

— . .

. , ! N
" Studepts were a¥ uestiened about their preferences for specific grad-.
. R i s
. ing-systems. Thé pos$i Survey responses were ABCDF, PaszFaii, wrtiﬁen

Evaluatjon by Instructor, No Grades whatsoevér, and Other. Responses were

quite varLed w1th 28 perqenttjf the’ respondents preferring ABCDF grading,

27 percent’ prefarring Pass/Fai], 23 pergent preferring some other, system,
and 3(percent preferring No Grades Whatsoever. There was little consensus

found in ahy groupl\hut a maJor)ty of the students enro]led 1n Physicai
Sciences,and“Nth:§80%), Engineering (65%), and Agricultural Sciences (56%)

. \ .f,
- preferr%d the ABCDF system of grading. _— . ‘ S

N ¥
e

. Two 1ssues closely reiated to grades are competition and cheating. Ac-'b
cording to a maJority (60%) of the undergraduate respondents to the Davis

Student Survey, academic competition is the most serious prob]em on the,

¢ =

Dav1s campus although it is seen with varyine’degrees of severity For
example, a greatehxpercentage of students enrolled in the Biologicai Sciences
(68%) and in Physical S;iences and Math (64%), as compared with students in

other disciplines, feel that competition ?S a serious prob]em. Undergraduate

.
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-

Lj tion to be either a m1nor prob]em or no prob]em at a]]

) of students with G P.A.'s in the top 25 percent of the1r class found cpmpet1-

- ° .
M
PR \‘—V . ' i:'.' ¢ eed . - . . \
3

Lo Ny PO s e . . : L . -
women V1EWed competition & a more serious problem than their ma]e countere

y
parts did; likewise, juniors pérceived the problem as serious more often than

d1d students w1th other class stand1ngs As m1ght be expected, 2 maﬁéffty

e

The increased concern with academic competition has been accompanjed by
_an 1ncreased concern with’ cheat1ng on campus When asked about the relation-
sh1p between grades and cheat1ng, 91 percent of the respondents agreed that

emphasis on grades is*a major factor in encouraging cheat1ng : .

In. general, students seem to have ambwvalent feej?ﬁgs about grades -

Hh1]e a maJor1ly of the respondents do not think that grades accurate]y mea-

sure ]earning or actual knowledge and understand1ng of the subJects studied,

do agree that they wou]d not fearn as much if L grades were gmven.,
3/they agree that compet1t1on is a ser1ous prob]em, that grades restr1ct
study to material likely to be on a test, and that empﬂas1s on grades encour-
ages cheating, a majority of the respondents prefer some formtof grading to_
no grades at all. Far from elucidating the issue, 'the varied nature of the
1nformat1on gained from student responses seems to assure thaE;d1SCUSS10n
about grades and grading procedures will contﬁnue _gx‘%' ‘ .

. . RO : S @@§ o
’ ' T . CONCLUSION ° . i

A detailed sunmary of student op1n10ns about the academic env1ronment

»

at UCD would be not only lengthy, but probab]y of littie va1ue , It might be

p
helpful, however, to .point out those ‘areas of the academ1c efvironment wh1ch -

a large percentage of studénts found to be especzally sat1sfactory and, con-

verse1y, those areas which evoked a high,dEgree of dissatisfaction.
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Students seem satisfied with most aspects of their class experience.

- ﬂkincJuding c]ass actiVity and relationships with 1nstructoas General, course *

2

e | .

content, contact with faculty members quality of c]asses\taught by T.A.'s,

freedom in ch0051ng classes, and opportunities for independent study were

. 4 oy

areas of satisfaction for most respondents.

"faction were c]ass size and the opportunity for éractical app]ocation of

*

Two areas of genera1 d)s

&

atis- ?_'

cedures.

as c]ear

classroom learning W
LY

Students registered their satisfactiqn with'the campus study facilities

and with the accessibility of learning support serv1ces on campus. Student _‘

satisfaction with the quality of assistance varied, however, dependmng on “the _

maJor department which offered the- assistance. ) /

The area of greatest ambigu1ty was the area of* grades and gradinggpro-
Clear]y, the respondents viewed competition as the most serious
campus problem. Student feeTing on other gradglre]ated issues was not quite
Generally, one.can say that a iarge maJority of respondents seeméd ‘
to prefer some “kind of grading system, a]though Judging from their responses’
hy. g&

It appears. then, that despite (some variaﬂili y in responseg? students

to other questions about grades,lit is diffi ult to discove

) are genera]]y satisfied with most aspectS«e#Lthﬁ/academic environgfni at UCD."

Lest we become over]y optimistic, it shou]d be noted that it is often diffi-"
cultvjofevtudents to evaluate the qua]ity of their academic experience while
they are still in the midst of experiencing “it. It wou]d be useful to obtain
information from students who have a]ready graduated to discover whether ;M“
their perceptions of the academic environment at UCD correspond to those of

the students currently enro]1ed, ™ ' et .

5/6/75 L R ' -
ER ~ ' : ,

[/ N




/..

s

APPENDIX 1" - |,

.. List of Majors by General Area

-
+

Agricultural Sciences
- Agriciiltural-Chemistry
- Agricultural Science & Management-
Animal Science .
Entomology
. Horticulture
International Ag. Development
Plant.Péthology
"/

Ptant Physiology
ther Agricultural Sc1ences

P

“Plant Science. .

. Rgection, Irr1gation, Veg. Crops ~

< "Applied Econ. and Behavioral Sc1ences

’ \\ grarian Studies, Agric. Genetics,
A ~—*’Agronomy, Avian Sci., Crop Pro-

“!"Agricultural Economics

¢ Agricultural=Econ. & Business” Mgt.

- Applied Behavioral Sciences

~ Child Development . oo
~Design . ' ..
“Development, Resource, & Consumer
Economics® '

P

Biological Sciences °
Bacteriology -
Biochemistry —
Biological Sgiences
Biophysics-
Botany+. -
Genetigs -

Microbiolo
Physiology ! )
Zoology ‘ -,

).

-ClinicaltSéiences

Comparative Pathology

Other Clinfeal.Sciences? Anatomy, .

; COmparative 5harmacology and Toxi-
cotogy,' Endocrinology

-

‘Education .

!
_,.D-

- AgricuTtural Education .

Education & Teaching-Credentidl Program

~PMﬁ@JEmnmn . S

"

AN
el

S . ‘v ‘
-Engineering °

" .77 Aerospace Engineering

"« Agricuitural Enginee :
Chemical Engineering L

Civil Engineering
Electrical Engineering -

- Engineering (spec1a11zat1on not

. specified)

~MechanicaT'Engineering -

Fine Arts ~g5 : ‘

Art, Art H1story, and Art Stud1o
Dramat1c Art
Music -

Food and Consumer Scjences

Consumer Eood Sc1ence
Dietetics . -
Fermentation Science N
Food Science L
Home "Science IR
Nutrition - -
Nytrition Sc1ence <

" Textiles ' - '

+ Other Food & Consumer Sciences:

Cormunity Nutrition, Food Biochem.,

- ‘Food Service Mgt., Consumer Sci.

T

«

' Law f

< Letters

English -
French -
German . -
Linguistics
Philosophy -
Rhetoric -
., Spanish ~ - ’
Other Letters: American History &

. Litérature, Classics, Greek, Ita-

" lian, Latin, Liberal Arts, 0r1enta}
. Languages, Russian, Russian Litér-

ature -and History

[S

Law




" Atmospheric Séience

e T APPENDIX I (cont.).\
Medicine N

'Family Health Pract1t1on1ng
Medicine !

. Physical Sciences.and Mathematics

Chemistry %
Geology -
Mathematics . , T e
Physics : : :
Physical Sciences

Resource Sciences

Ecology . ;
Environmental Planning & Mgt
‘Renewable Natural Resources - ..

".Soil and Water Science

Soil Science . |
‘Wildlife & F1sher1es Bio]ogy'
Other ‘Resource Sciences: Park and

Recreation Administration,” Range .

Mgt s Range Science -

Social and Behavioral Sciences -

Anthropolog_y L
American Studies,
Economics
Geography
History o
International Relations X
Political Science .
Psychology ° M -
Sociology

Other Soaial & Behavioral Sciences.

A

Afro-American Studies, ‘East Asian

- Studies, Religious Studies -

.: Pre-ProfessionaI,Prog;ameﬂ
‘Pre-Law .- L, e
: Pre=Medicine
P gterinaryﬁMeqicine?'

- «
PRI lmm

4

[
. . I
. .
| w
" ’ .
“
rl

~ Z -—
- -

' Veterinary Medicine L -
'Veter1nary Medicine

M1sce1]aneous Categories -

Exploratory (Co]lege of Agr1ch1-
tural & Environmental Sciences)

_-Undeclared (College of Letters agd

"~ Science) ‘ ¢ E
UncertaIn . -




